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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time niay be available under th e prov isions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three nrwnths after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

!)□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1-24 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 13 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) S The drawing(s) filed on 19 March 2004 is/are: a)l3 accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawlng(s) be held In abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacennent drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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12) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
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1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The listing of references in the specification is not a proper information disclosure 
statement. 37 CFR 1.98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, or other 
information submitted for consideration by the Office, and MPEP § 609.04(a) states, 
"the list may not be incorporated into the specification but must be submitted in a 
separate paper." Therefore, unless the references have been cited by the examiner on 
form PTO-892, they have not been considered. 

Please provide a copy of the pages of the non-patent reference cited in the 
specification: J. S. Lim, Two Dimensional Signal and Image Processing, ISBN 0-13- 
935322-4, pp. 476-94. 



Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 1 50 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, 'The 
disclosure concerns," 'The disclosure defined by this invention," 'The disclosure 
describes," etc. 
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3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of undue length (over 1 50 
words). Correction is required. See MPEP §608,01 (b). 

4. The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the embedded 
hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01 . In 
particular, the specification refers to http://visual. ipan.sztaki.hu/corner/index. htm I and 
http://citeseer.ni.nec.com/deriche092computational.html on pages 4 and 5. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

The USPTO "Interim Guidelines for Examination of Patent Applications for Patent 
Subject Matter Eligibility" ( Official Gazette notice of 22 November 2005 ). Annex IV, 
reads as follows: 

Claims that recite nothing but the physical characteristics of a form of energy, such as a frequency, 
voltage, or the strength of a magnetic field, define energy or magnetism, per se, and as such are 
nonstatutory natural phenomena. O'ReiHy, 56 U.S. (15 How.) at 112-14. Moreover, it does not appear 
that a claim reciting a signal encoded with functional descriptive material falls within any of the 
categories of patentable subject matter set forth in Sec. 101 . 

... a signal does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of Sec. 101 . 

... signal claims are ineligible for patent protection because they do not fall within any of the four 
statutory classes of Sec. 101 . 

Claims 18-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter as follows. While claim 18 and its dependent 
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claims 19-24 recite a "computer usable medium", the specification states "Common 
forms of computer-readable or usable media include, for example, a floppy disk, a 
carrier wave, or any other medium from which a computer can read" in the specification 
at paragraph 25. While "functional descriptive material" may be claimed as a statutory 
product (i.e., a "manufacture") when embodied on a tangible computer readable 
medium, a carrier wave embodying that same functional descriptive material is neither a 
process (i.e., a series of steps per se.) nor a product (i.e., a tangible "thing") and 
therefore does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of § 101 . Rather, "signal" 
is a form of energy, in the absence of any physical structure or tangible material. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1, 2, 4-9, 11-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 



by Drisko et al. (US 5,933,523). 
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Regarding claims 1,11 and 18, Drisko working in the same problem solving area 
of identifying a rectangular region, teaches [a] method for detecting corners of a region 
("In determining the location of the device, the corners of the device may be identified", 
Drisko, column 3, line 44), the method comprising the steps of: 

detecting edges interior to a region of interest ( "At 302, thresholding is 
performed on the subsampled image data, and boundary features of the subsampled 
image are extracted.", Drisko, column 5, line 53 and fig 3, and 4B, Drisko's Region of 
Interest is the full view of the camera); 

culling the detected edges in order to obtain a reduced edge group from the 
detected edges, the reduced edge group comprising a plurality of points (Drisko, figure 
4C and 4D, figure 5, block 503 - Remove Known Nozzle Points) 

selecting a plurality of candidate corner points ( Drisko, Figures 4C and 4D) ; and 

detecting region corner points from the plurality of candidate comer points based 
on a predetermined relationship between each of the candidate corner points and 
characteristic edge points of the region of interest (Drisko, figure 5, block 502 - 
"Determine Extents", Drisko's region of interest is the full camera frame. Drisko teaches 
a local coordinate system that is fixed relative to the camera frame, which would include 
the corners and edges of his ROI. Distances are measured with respect to this 
coordinate system (minX, maxX , etc.). Therefore Drisko does detect corner points 
that are based on predetermined relationships with the comers and edges of the frame 
(ROI) as minimum and maximum points will still be minimum or maximum as measured 
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from any point in the coordinate system (i.e. offsets change, but the relationship does 
not). I 

Regarding claims 2,12 and 19, Drisko teaches the elements of claim 1 as given 
above wherein the step of detecting edges further comprises the step of applying an 
edge detection filter to an image of the region of interest ("a boundary feature extraction 
method is employed to identify boundary features", Drisko, column 6, line 13, and "an 
edge detector followed by a filter which detect edge contrast of illumination change", 
Drisko, column 6, line 28) 

Regarding claims 4 and 14, Drisko teaches the elements of claim 1 as given 
above. Drisko further teaches the step of selecting a plurality of candidate corner points 
comprises the steps of: 

obtaining a measure of cornerness for each one point from the plurality of points 
(Drisko, column 6, lines 42-50); 

selecting the plurality of candidate corner points from the plurality of points by 
applying a predetermined criterion ("Once corresponding features are identified, they 
are fit against model input 41 4D", Drisko, column 6, line 55). 

Regarding claims 5, 13 and 20, Drisko teaches wherein the step of culling the 
detected edges further comprises the step of masking selected areas interior to the 
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region of interest ("At 503, nozzle information is used to remove corner points 
corresponding to known nozzle points. Nozzle information may be in the form of a 
model, or a list of points in the physical or image space. Conventional techniques such 
as masking or polnt-by-point comparison may be used to identify and remove comer 
points corresponding to the nozzle at this stage. Similarly, information related to other 
objects known to show up in the image may be used to remove corner points believed 
to correspond to those objects" Drisko, column 9, line 23). 

Regarding claims 6,1 5 and 21 , Drisko teaches the method of claim 4 (as described 
above) wherein the step of selecting a plurality of candidate corner points further 
comprises the steps of: 

comparing the measure of cornerness for each one point from the plurality of points to a 
predetermined threshold ("Geographic features are calculated with respect to the 
remaining corner points and compared against model constraints", Drisko, column 9, 
line 37); 

selecting a point from the plurality of points as a candidate corner point if the measure 
of cornerness for said point is substantially equal to or greater than the predetermined 
threshold ("Corner points corresponding to geometric features falling outside of the 
model constraints are discarded", Drisko, column 9, line 39). 
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Regarding claim 7 and 22, Drisko teaches the region of interest is a substantially 
rectangular region of interest (Drisko, figure 7, Drisko's region of interest is the full view 
of the camera which is typically rectangular). 

Regarding claims 8, 16 and 23, Drisko teaches determining, for each candidate 
corner point from the plurality of candidate corner points, a distance from said each 
candidate corner point to at least one characteristic edge point from a plurality of 
characteristic edge points of the substantially rectangular region of interest ("In this 
algorithm, v , v , v and v correspond to extents in the extents coordinate 

space. The index maxX.subJ corresponds to the upper right corner of the chip, that 
given by minX.subJ to the lower left corner, that given by maxY.subJ to the upper left, 
and the that given by minY.subJ to the lower right.", Drisko, column 9, line 9); and 
wherein said predetermined relationship comprises said distance. 

Regarding claim 9, 17 and 24, Drisko teaches [t]he method of daim 8 further 
comprising the step of: determining whether the region is substantially located at an 
angle in relation to the substantially rectangular region of interest ("the illustrated CPL 
process may be used to determine other criteria such as the pose" and "The pose 
includes at least one of scaling parameters, rotational orientation, translation 
parameters, deformation parameters, morphing parameters, or any other 
transformational parameters", Drisko, column 9, line 62-67). 
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Regarding claims 18-24, Drisko additionally teaches a computer usable medium 
having computer readable code embodied therein, the computer readable code ("In 
general, when implemented as a program or in part as a program, the program can be 
encoded on any computer-readable medium", Drisko, column 4, line 40). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1. The following Is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to w/hich said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Drisko et al. (5,933,523) and Yokoi (US 2001/0022854 A1). 

Regarding claim 3, Drisko teaches the elements of claim 1 and also teaches the 
use of a filter to detect edges ("an edge detector followed by a filter which detect edge 
contrast or illumination change" Drisko, column 6, line 28). Drisko does not specifically 
teach an edge detection filter [that] comprises a Laplacian filter. 

Yokoi, working In the same field of endeavor of address label processing ("a 
recognition apparatus for recognizing sorting information as a character string written 
within a cellophane region or label region of a paper-like material", Yokoi, paragraph 12 
and Figs 3 and 6), does teach an edge detection filter [that] comprises a Laplacian filter 
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("The image [an edge component image] can be created by applying an operator of 
Sobel, operator of Robinson, operator of Kirsch or Laplacian filter to the image of the 
paper-like material S", Yokoi, paragraph 60). 

It would have been obvious at the time the Invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the Laplacian filter of Yokoi, as the "filter which detects edge 
contrast" as required by Drisko, because of the Laplacian's ability to create an edge 
component image (Yokoi, paragraph 60), thus fulfilling Drisko's need. The use of a 
Laplacian filter has long been well known in the art as an efficient, reliable and very 
predictable device for detecting edges within an image. 

Regarding claim 10, Drisko teaches the elements of claim 1 given above. Drisko 
does not describe applying his technique where the region is an address label on a 
delivery item. 

Yokoi, does teach a recognition system which recognizes a region where the 
region is an address label on a delivery item ("a recognition apparatus and recognition 
method for recognizing sorting information (destination address) as a character string 
written within a cellophane region or label region of a paper-like material, for example, a 
postal matter and a paper-like material processing apparatus and paper-like material 
processing method for sorting and processing the paper-like material based on the 
sorting Information recognized by the recognition apparatus." Yokoi, paragraph 2, also 
figure 6-9). 
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It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the corner locating system of Drisko to process an 
address label on a delivery item, in order to ignore extraneous elements on the items 
such as dirt or parts of the handling system ("One object of the present invention is to 
provide a system that detects article position using imaging techniques that reduce the 
effects of features in an image which do not correspond to the article." Drisko, column 3, 
line 16). It also provides a means for determining orientation. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas M. Redding whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1579. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 7:30 am - 5:00 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian P. Werner can be reached on (571) 272-7401. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/TMR/ 



/Brian P. Werner/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE), Art Unit 2624 



